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Dear Sir: 
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Remarks 

In response to Appellants Appeal Brief, the Examiner maintains that it would 
have been obvious to one having skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
utilize the shock absorbing members that are in the valve of Brehem (5,427,352) into the 
hollow ball of Werra et al. (3,105,516) in order to dampen the movement of the ball. 
The Examiner further argues that valve motion is axiomatic to all valves. 

However, the Examiner continues to ignore the fact that the valves disclosed in 
these two patent references, and the movement of the valve components (e.g. ball vs. 
armature) in these valves, are completely different. For example, the electromagnetic 
valve consists of limited two-dimensional movement at a constant velocity of an armature 
with a limited impact surface. The ball used in a ball check valve, on the other hand, 
moves in three-dimensions (e.g spins and rotates) in a chamber with free flowing fluid. 
The movement of the ball in the ball check valve is unpredictable and at different 
velocities at different times. Also, the impact surface of the ball is not limited or focused 
like the impact surface of the armature in the electromagnetic valve. Therefore, there is 
no motivation, suggestion or teaching in either of these references to use shocking 
absorbing members in a hollow ball in a ball check valve that moves in three-dimensions, 
as opposed to the limited, two-dimensional movement of the armature in an 
electromagnetic valve. 
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Conclusion 



Appellant respectfully request reversal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of 
claims 1-6 based on Werra in view of Brehm. Appellant submits that there is no 
motivation, teaching or suggestion to combine these references. Accordingly, reversal of 
the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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